
Vice President 

Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc.  
Indian Point Station 
Broadway & Bleakley Avenue 
Buchanan, NY 10511 
Telephone (914) 737-8116 

August 12, 1986 

Re: Indian Point Unit No. 2 
Docket No. 50-247 

Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20555 

ATTN: Mr. Steven A. Varga, Project Director 
PWR Project Directorate No. 3 
Division of PWR Licensing - A 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 

Dear Mr. Varga: 

On June 3, 1986, Consolidated Edison transmitted an "Application for 
Amendment to Operating License" to your office. That Application 
requested an amendment to the Indian Point Unit No. 2 Technical 
Specifications to modify the actions required when the quadrant power 
tilt limits are exceeded. Those changes were requested to eliminate 
unnecessary cyclic loads on the reactor coolant system and add a 

conservative limitation on reactor core power level when a tilt condition 
exists.  

The purpose of this letter is to transmit supplemental information in 
support of the "No Significant Hazards Consideration Determination." The 
supplemental information is contained in the revised safety assessment, 
Attachment A. This safety assessment supersedes the safety assessment 
transmitted by Consolidated Edison letter dated June 3, 1986.  

,If you or your staff have any questions on this matter, please contact us.  

Very truly yours, 
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August 12, 1986

Re: Indian Point Unit No. 2 
Docket No. 50-247 

attach.  
CC: Hon. Alf red J. Donahue 

Mayor, Village of Buchanan 
236 Tate Avenue 
Buchanan, New York 10511 

Mr. Jay Dunkleberger 
Division of Policy Analysis and Planning 
New York State Energy Office 
Agency Building 2, Empire State Plaza 
Albany, New York 12223 

Senior Resident Inspector 
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
P. 0. Box 38 
Buchanan, New York 10511



ATTACHMENT A 

Safety Assessment 

Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc.  
Indian Point Unit No. 2 

Docket No. 50-247 
August, 1986



* 

Safety Assessment 

The proposed revisions to Technical Specification 3.10.3 and its bases, 
contained in Attachment A of Consolidated Edison's June 3, 1986 
submittal, would modify the Technical Specifications using provisions 
regarding quadrant power tilt limits contained in the Standard Technical 
Specifications for Westinghouse Pressurized Water Reactors, NUREG-0452, 
Revision 4.  

Currently, the Technical Specifications require the unit to be placed in 
Hot Shutdown when a tilt of greater than 1.09 exists with subsequent 
operation up to 50% of rated power allowed to determine the cause of the 
tilt. The proposed change would reduce radiological waste generation due 
to less dilution water required to compensate for smaller xenon 
transients; increase the overall life of plant components due to reduced 
thermal cycling of plant equipment associated with plant shutdown and 
subsequent restart and as a result reduce the need for additional 
maintenance; reduce the likelihood of a reactor protection system 
actuation (reactor trip) by eliminating the need to pass through less 
stable (i.e., very low power level(s)) conditions; and eliminate 
unnecessary reports (LERs) due to plant shutdowns.  

The proposed technical specification does not specifically reference the 
testing requirement at 50% power since, power escalation above 50% power 
in the proposed specification requires determination and correction of 
the cause of the tilt condition. In addition, this is discussed within 
the bases of the Technical Specification. Since it is desired to operate 
the plant at 100% power, it logically follows that any required testing 
to resolve an existing tilt condition would be promptly conducted.  

The proposed change will also add a conservative limitation that requires 
the reactor core power level to be reduced three percent of rated power 
for every percent of indicated power tilt ratio exceeding 1.0. The 
current Technical Specification requires a two percent reduction in rated 
thermal power for every percent of indicated power tilt ratio exceeding 
1.0.  

Basis For No Significant Hazards Consideration Determination 

The Commission has provided guidance concerning the application of the 
standard for determining whether a significant hazards consideration 
exists by providing certain examples (i.e., 48 FR 14870). Example (ii) 
of those involving no significant hazards considerations discusses a 
change that constitutes an additional limitation, restriction, or control 
not presently included in the technical specifications. The proposed 
change to the quadrant power tilt ratio clearly fits this example.  
However, consistent with the Commission's criteria for determining 
whether a proposed amendment to an operating license involves a no 
significant hazards considerations, 10 CFR 50.92 (48 FR 14871), we have 
determined that the proposed change will not:



i) increase the probability or the consequences of a new or 
different kind of an accident from any previously 
evaluated since the proposed change: does not entail any 
physical changes in plant equipment; lessens a thermal 
transient by requiring a power reduction to below 50% of 
rated thermal power rather than initially to hot shutdown 
with subsequent return to 50% power; and conservatively 
requires a greater initial reduction in power than that 
currently required by increasing the power reduction 
requirement from 2% to 3% for every percent of indicated 
power tilt ratio exceeding 1.0.  

ii) create the possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any previously evaluated since the proposed 
change will require the unit to be placed in the desired 
condition when a tilt condition exists, in a more 
conservative manner with less cycling of the unit.  

(iii) involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety 
since the proposed change wrill continue to require the 
unit to operate below 50% rated thermal power when a tilt 
condition greater than 1.02 exists.  

Therefore, since this application for amendment involves a proposed 
change that is similar to an example for which no significant hazards 
consideration exists, we have determined that this application involves a 
no significant hazards consideration.  

The proposed technical specification was reviewed by both the Station 
Nuclear Safety Committee and the Consolidated Edison Nuclear Facilities 
Safety Committee. Both committees concur that this change does not 
represent a significant hazards consideration and will not cause any 
change in the types or increase in the amounts of effluents or any change 
in the authorized power level of the facility.


